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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's argument, see amendment pages 10-11, filed 1 1/5/2004, with respect 
to claim 1 has been fully considered and are persuasive. The rejection of claims 1,12, 
and 23-24 has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) 
of rejection is made in view of Lagerqvist et al. (US 5502714). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth In 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 6-12. and 17-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lagerqvist et al. (US 5502714) in view of Wood et al. (US 6092230). 

4. Regarding claim 1 , Lagerqvist et al. disclose a method of processing a speech 
frame in a radio system, comprising: channel-decoding a speech frame having 
propagated over a radio path {channel decoder 14 in figure 2); if the speech frame is 
free of defects on the basis of the channel-decoding, it is inferred from the value of at 
least one speech parameter in the channel-decoded speech frame whether the speech 
frame contains speech that is decodable by means of a speech decoder {col, 5, lines 1- 
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67, particularly lines 1-5, determine if the frame containing speech is in error by 
measuring the speech quality of the frame), and if, according to the inference, the 
speech frame does of a speech decoder, the speech frame is decoded by means of a 
speech decoder (coA 5, lines 1-67, error concealment and then decoded by decoder). 

Lagerqvist et al. fail to disclose that if, according to the inference, the speech 
frame does not contain speech that would be decodable by means of a speech 
decoder, then the speech frame is not decoded. However, Wood et al. teach that if, 
according to the inference, the speech frame does not contain speech that would be 
decodable by means of a speech decoder, the speech frame is not decoded {col. 6, 
lines 61 to coL 7, lines 15, since the encoder does not encode the non-speech frame, 
the decoder needs not decode those non-speech frames). 

Since Lagerqvist et al. and Wood et al. are analogous art because they are from 
the same field of endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of invention to modify Lagerqvist et al. by incorporating the teaching of 
Wood et al. in order to reduce processing power. 

5. Regarding claims 12 and 23-24, Lagerqvist et al. disclose a radio system, a 
mobile station in a radio system, and a network of a radio system comprising: a channel 
decoder for channel-decoding a channel-coded speech frame having propagated over a 
radio path {channel decoder 14 in figure 2); a speech decoder for decoding the speech 
frame {speech decoder 17 in figure 2); and inferring means for inferring from the value 
of at least one speech parameter in the channel-decoded speech frame whether the 
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speech frame contains speech that is decodable by means of the speech decoder if the 
speech frame is free of defects according to the channel decoder {coL 5, lines 1-67, 
particularly lines 1-5, determine if the frame containing speech is in error by measuring 
the speech quality of the frame)] and the speech decoder is arranged to decode the 
speech frame if. according to the inference, the speech frame does contain speech that 
is decodable by means of the speech decoder (co/. 5, lines 1-67, error concealment and 
then decoded by decoder), 

Lagerqvist et al. fail to disclose that the speech decoder is arranged not to 
decode the speech frame if, according to the inference, the speech frame does not 
contain speech that would be decodable by means of the speech decoder. However, 
Wood et al. teach that the speech decoder is arranged not to decode the speech frame 
if, according to the inference, the speech frame does not contain speech that would be 
decodable by means of the speech decoder (co/. 6, line 61 to coL 7, line 15, since the 
encoder does not encode the non-speech frame, the decoder needs not decode those 
non-speech frames). 

Since Lagerqvist et al. and Wood et al. are analogous art because they are from 
the same field of endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of invention to modify Lagerqvist et al. by incorporating the teaching of 
Wood et al. in order to reduce processing power. 

6. Regarding claims 6-10 and 17-21 , Lagerqvist et al. further disclose that the 
symbols in the speech frame that are protected by channel coding are also used in the 
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inference (col. 5, line 1 to col. 6, line 67) and the Inference is performed by utilizing 
probability calculation (col. 5, line 1 to col. 6, line 67), wherein In the inference the 
probability of the value of at least one speech parameter is calculated (col. 5, line 1 to 
col. 6, line 67), the probability of change in the value of at least one speech parameter is 
calculated (col. 5, line 1 to col. 6. line 67), and a threshold value has been defined for 
the probability of change in the value of a parameter during a given number of speech 
frames (col. 5, line 1 to col. 6, line 67). 

7. Regarding claims 1 1 and 22, Lagerqvlst et al. further disclose that if the 
probability of change is lower than the threshold value, it Is inferred that the speech 
frame does not contain speech that would be decodable by means of a speech decoder 
(col. 6, lines 24-67). 

8. Claims 2-5 and 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lagerqvlst et al. (US 5502714) in view of Wood et al. (US 6092230), and further in 
view of Dunlop et al. (Incorporated by reference). 

9. Regarding claims 2-3 and 13-14, the modified Lagerqvlst et al. fail to specifically 
disclose that the speech frame is encrypted, whereby decryption of the speech frame is 
performed in the method and decrypting the speech frame after the channel-decoding, 
prior to the inference. However, Dunlop et al. teach that the speech frame Is encrypted, 
whereby decryption of the speech frame is perfomied in the method (figure 7.4 page 
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263) and decrypting the speech frame after the channel decoding, prior to the inference 
{figures 7.2 and 7 A on pages 261 and 263). 

Since the modified Lagerqvist et al. and Dunlop et al. are analogous art because 
they are from the same field of endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to further modify Lagerqvist et al. by 
incorporating the teaching of Dunlop et al. in order to enhance communication security. 

10. Regarding claims 4 and 15, the modified Lagerqvist et al. fail to disclose that 
according to the inference, the speech frame does not contain speech that would be 
decodable by means of a speech decoder, a bad frame indication is sent to the speech 
decoder. However, Wood et al. further disclose that that according to the inference, the 
speech frame does not contain speech that would be decodable by means of a speech 
decoder, a bad frame indication is sent to the speech decoder {coL 6, lines 1-24 or 
output of element 406 of figure 4, the BFI is used to correct the corrupted frame for the 
decoder). 

Since the modified Lagerqvist et al. and Wood et al. are analogous art because 
they are from the same field of endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to further modify Lagerqvist et al. by 
incorporating the teaching of Wood et al. in order to specify to the speech decoder that 
the frame is in errors and needed to be replaced or muted to enhance audio quality. 
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1 1 . Regarding claims 5 and 1 6, Lagerqvist et al. further disclose that a homing 
sequence is sent to the speech decoder {that is muting the frame or zero out the frame). 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Huyen Vo whose telephone number is 703-305-8665. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 9-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Doris To can be reached on 703-305-4827. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status infomiation for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Huyen X. Vo March 9. 2005 
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